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INTRODUCTION
School districts throughout Iowa are faced with the problem of a
tight budget, and the expenditures for the continuation of course offer
ings are rising every year. State aid for schools is determined by en
rollment, and for most Iowa schools the enrollment is declining. As in
flation increases, schools are attempting to continue to offer programs
at a minimal expense. Some programs have been eliminated entirely, others
have been reduced significantly. All of this is done in the interest of
saving money for the taxpayers and the school system. However, the qual
ity of the program should not be forgotten entirely in the interest of
saving money. A point is reached where the school is saving money, but
the program of study is no longer sufficient to meet the needs of the stu
dent or of society in general.
This is the case in the field of driver education. In the past,
Iowa schools have offered driver education as a course to be taken during
the regular school year. When enrollments were high enough, some students
could not be scheduled during the regular school year which necessitated
the creation of a summer driver education program. It was soon realized,
as shown in the study by the New York State Office of Education (19),
that summer driver education was less expensive than programs offered dur
ing the regular school year. For this reason, most schools in Iowa now
offer driver education during the summer, and some schools offer it only
during the summer. The impetus toward summer programs was influenced by
permitting the schools to levy a fee. This fee was approved by the
department of public instruction to defer the cost of the programs to
the schools. The cost per pupil for summer driver education is less
than that of regular school programs. Unfortunately, the cost of the
educational experience has become the top criteria for driver education
offering at the expense of the quality.
Statement of Problem
The problem of this study was to determine if a difference existed
between the effectiveness of summer and semester-long driver education
programs in terms of student traffic accident involvement and reception
of citations for moving violations.
Statement of Purpose
The purpose of this study was twofold:
1. To assist the driver education profession in determining if
there is a significant difference between the effectiveness
of summer and semester-long driver education programs.
2. To assist school administrators in determining if, in the
interest of saving money, they are reducing the effectiveness
of their driver education program by offering it in the sum
mer as opposed to offering a semester-long program.
Need for the Study
The need for this study emanated from the fact that the effective
ness of driver education today is continually questioned. Hartman (10)
stated.
There is much confusion and more than a little bias on both
sides of the question of driver education effectiveness. There
is at least one "study" to support one's position regardless of
what that may be. Driver education, as well as research in
this area, must continue to improve in quantity, but more im
portantly, in quality.
In order for any educational program to survive, it must be shown
to be effective in achieving its objectives. If these objectives are
better achieved in another way, the program must change in order to be
most effective. Dunn (7) stated,
There is an increasing chorus of voices called for the elimi
nation of driver education programs. This criticism is most
often met with defensiveness on the part of educators. If
driver education is to survive attacks at the local. State,
and National levels and become a strong program of known, ef
fectiveness, it must stand on its own. Professionals in the
field must begin to examine their programs more objectively,
conduct meaningful evaluations to determine program effective
ness in terms of ultimate criteria, and if the program is
shown to be effective, give it vigorous support and be willing
to make those changes necessary to maximize the effectiveness,
and the cost-effectiveness, of the program.
Quensel and Talkington (21) further stated,
We are constantly being asked about the value of driver edu
cation. This is especially true of late as there is a need to
decide how much money should be allocated to the various traf
fic safety countermeasure programs. Unfortunately, we do not
have good data to turn to. In spite of the fact many states
have provided reimbursement programs for years, none that I
know of have appropriated any funds for research. It is time
we stopped trying to "reinvent the wheel" by proving whether a
trained person is of more worth for a task than an untrained
one. Rather we should be searching for ways to improve the in
structional programs. The question should be, "What is an
effective program for reducing crashes?"
Since most Iowa schools offer summer driver education, and some
schools offer only a summer program, it was determined that further re
search concerning the effectiveness of these programs was needed.
Hypotheses
1, There is no relationship between traffic accident involvement of
students taught to drive in a summer driver education course and
students taught to drive in a semester-long driver education course.
2, There is no relationship between other selected criteria and stu
dent traffic accident involvement.
3. There is no relationship between the reception of a citation for a
moving violation and whether the student was taught to drive in a
summer or a semester-long driver education course,
4. There is no relationship between other selected criteria and student
reception of a citation for a moving violation.
Assumptions
1. That all students surveyed received at least 30 hours of instruction
in the classroom phase of their driver education course, and at
least 6 hours of behind-the-wheel instruction.
2. That all of the driver education teachers at the 3 high schools par
ticipating in the study were fully and legally certified to teach
driver education in Iowa.
3. That students were allowed to take driver education at a time of
year which was acceptable to them. That is, the student's ability
or willingness to learn to drive was not hampered because of his/her
displeasure with when he/she took driver education.
4. That all information supplied by the students was true.
Limitations
1. The driver education programs involved were 2-phase only (classroom
and behind-the-wheel).
2. Accident involvement of seniors was examined. This would allow for
only up to 2 years of driving experience.
3. While a reduction of accident involvement is desirable, this should
not be the sole objective of a driver education program.
4. Data collection was limited to student responses taken from the
survey.
5. The 3 school districts involved are all located in central Iowa.
Procedure
1. Review of Literature. A review of current literature was undertaken
to identify current theories and research related to driver education
evaluation.
2. Identification of Population. The population considered in this
study was composed of high school seniors from 3 different central
Iowa towns.
3. Selection of Survey. An instrument developed by Quensel and Talking-
ton (21), which was utilized to evaluate driver education programs
in Illinois, was chosen for use in this study.
4. Selection of Sample. The principal of each high school included in
this study arranged for the administration of the survey in classes
composed of seniors. A total of 282 seniors were surveyed,
5. Collection of Data. Data were collected from all of the seniors
using the same instrument. The survey vas administered in person,
to classes ccmposed of seniors.
6. Analysis of Data. Data were analyzed by cOTiputer at Iowa State Uni
versity. The nonparametric statistical technique known as chi-square
was employed, as well as frequency counts for responses to the survey,
7. Dissemination of Results. The results have been reported in the form
of a thesis.
Definition of Terms
Following is a list of terms which may not be commonly known to the
reader, or which need clarification for this study.
Competency-based program. A program for which predetermined performance
or knowledge standards have been established. Once these standards,
or competencies, have been achieved, the student is considered to
have successfully completed the program.
Conventional method. The method of instruction most commonly employed
by schools for teaching driver education, namely, classroom sessions
combined with behind-the-wheel laboratory sessions.
Cost per student. The expense incurred for each pupil completing the
driver education course.
Driver education, A course of study provided by a school system that is
designed to develop safer and more efficient drivers. The minimum
time requirements for driver education are 30 hours of classroom
instruction and 6 hours of laboratory Instruction (behind-the-wheel,
multiple car range, simulation) for each student.
Effectiveness of driver education programs. For this study, effective
ness will be determined by the incidence of accident involvement
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of students who have eompleted a 2-phase driver education program
either during the regular school year or during the summer school
session. Accident involvement will be determined by student re
sponses on a self-reporting survey (Appendix A).
Four-phase program. A driver education program consisting of classroom,
behind-the-wheel, simulation, and multiple-car instruction.
Nonregular school day. This Includes instruction offered at times other
than during the regular school year, such as before or after the
normal school day, on Saturday, or in the summer.
Regular school year. This includes instruction offered during the normal
school hours of the typical 36-week school year.
Self-reporting survey. An instrument used to obtain information about an
individual by asking the person questions or requiring him to re
spond to statements.
Sunaner school. This includes instruction offered during the weeks of
summer in which school is not normally in session.
Three-phase program. Adriver education program consisting of classrocm,
behind-the-wheel, and simulation or multiple-car range instruction.
Two-phase program. A driver education program consisting of classroom
and behind-the-wheel instruction.
Anderson (1) has given the definitions of the following terms:
Behind-the-Wheel or Single-Car Instruction. This takes place in a dual-
control driver education vehicle. The teacher occupies the right
front seat and instructs the student driver, who occupies the
driver's seat.
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Multiple-Car Instruction. This takes place on a multiple-car driving
range. Several driver education cars are in operation simultane
ously; each one is driven by a student driver who is normally acccsn-
panied by one other student. The teacher is positioned outside the
vehicle at advantage point that permits a clear view of all the
vehicles and communicates with students via an FM transmitter that
uses the car radio as a receiver. Limited facilities provide prac
tice in basic control skills and maneuvers; more elaborate facilities
provide for greater amounts of "traffic mix" and a wider array of
environmental conditions that permit practice in the more advanced
elements of driver performance.
Simulation Instruction. This normally takes place in a laboratory
equipped with several electronic simulator units designed to resemble
the interior of a vehicle. Students sit at each unit and respond,
as though they were driving, to films projected onto a wide-angle
screen in the front of the laboratory. Simulator programs cover
various aspects of the driving task from basic skills and maneuvers
to expressway driving and emergency maneuvers. However, because the
car on the film does not respond to the control actions of the
drivers, many authorities believe that the utility of simulators is
limited to training in certain perceptual and procedural elements
of the task, and that they are not useful for developing control
skills.
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Driver education as a subject within the public schools is scheduled
during the regular and summer school programs. The effectiveness of reg
ular school year programs, consisting of 18 weeks of instruction, as com
pared to the effectiveness of the shorter 6- or 8-week summer program
has not been adequately evaluated. A review of the literature will
provide a background of related research in the areas of effectiveness
of summer school classes, cost of driver education, driver education eval
uation, and the survey/questionnaire data gathering technique.
Effectiveness of Summer School Classes
Summer school sessions are normally offered for the purposes of en
richment, acceleration, reduction of the academic load during the regular
school year, or to make up for an earlier failure. The following studies
deal with the effectiveness of summer school classes offered in areas
other than driver education.
Walker (26), through the use of two Summer School Concepts Scales,
reported that students in secondary summer schools in Missouri held a
higher concept of summer school than of the regular term. The report fur
ther states that students attending summer school for the purpose of
"make-up" held a higher concept of summer school than those attending for
the purpose of "enrichment", and that an inverse relationship existed be
tween students' regular term grade-point averages and the level of their
concepts of summer school.
Copley (4) tested the difference in academic achievement between
students in summer school and in the regular high school in the areas of
English, American and world history, chemistry, economics, biology, alge
bra, and geometry. In his study, he found differences only in the area
of economics. In economics, the achievement scores of the regular school
year were superior to the summer school scores. Results were based on
standardized achievement tests administered to both groups.
Leach (13) found that students in a summer biology program did as
well or better than students in traditional biology classes when evaluated
after 180 hours of instruction through the use of standardized biology
tests. The sample of male volunteers was equated on the basis of age,
I.Q., and previous science courses. The summer program was taken "in the
field," which included camping outdoors and exploration.
Cost of Driver Education
The expenses involved in the operation of the driver education pro
gram are of prime concern. The following studies deal with the expenses
involved in driver education, and how they vary from one program to an
other.
Budig (3) investigated the relationship between the average cost per
pupil for driver education in Illinois with selected variables. Those
variables included: 1) location of school in state; 2) average daily
attendance; 3) assessed valuation per pupil; 4) use of simulation, multi
ple-car driving ranges, and/or dual-control cars as laboratory methods;
and 5) the time of Che day, week, or school year during which laboratory
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instruction was provided. The study revealed the following:
1. The variation in per capita cost of driver education was not
significantly explained by the individual variables of the study.
2. The cost per driver education pupil is related to the level of
expenditure per pupil for the total educational program in the
school.
3. Differences in the per capita cost of driver education were not
significantly related to the nominated variables of the study,
4. Factors which exist outside driver education programs, including
assessed valuation and the mean expenditure per pupil for the
total educational program of the school, appear to influence the
per capita cost of driver education programs.
Seyfarth (23) reports of a method of reducing the cost of driver edu
cation programs while retaining high quality of instruction. This is
achieved by schools sharing facilities, equipment, and teachers with other
schools within their school system, and/or sharing same with other school
systems. Schools sharing the items mentioned reduced their per-pupil
cost for driver education from $78.00 to $53.72. Evaluations on attitude,
objective knowledge, psycho-physical performance, and driving skill indi
cated that pupils trained by the cooperative method were comparable to
conventionally-trained students in any area, and they were superior to
conventionally-trained students in some areas.
The New York State Office of Education (19) surveyed 67 public school
driver education programs in an attempt to determine cost variations be
tween programs. A total of 11,313 students were enrolled in the 67 pro
grams, at a total cost of $1,477,949.00. Per pupil costs ranged from
$49.00 to $362.00, averaging $131.00 for all programs. Regular school
day programs averaged $154.00 per pupil; nonregular school day programs
averaged $92.00 per pupil, a saving of $62.00 or 40 percent.
11
Driver Education Evaluation
An attempt to determine the best method of driver education instruc
tion has created several research studies in the area of evaluation. The
following studies deal with the evaluation of various driver education
programs.
The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (18) believes
that a quality high school driver education program is capable of a 10 to
15 percent reduction of the probability of crash involvement. However,
continual, drastic crash reductions are unlikely since much safety effort
has already been expended in the United States, making our highway system
the safest in the world.
Rover (22) reports that an attempt was made in Arizona to develop
the best and most economical driver education possible. The area of con
cern was the value of various methods of in-car instruction, therefore,
students were randomly assigned to one of four groups:
1. Traditional - 6 hours behind-the-wheel instruction per student.
2. Traditional with simulators - 12 hours simulation instruction,
3 hours behind-the-wheel instruction per student.
3. Driving range - 10 hours range instruction, 1 hour behind-the-
wheel instruction per student.
4. Driving range with simulators - 12 hours simulation instruction,
4 hours range instruction, 1 hour behind-the-wheel instruction
per student.
Students were evaluated in various ways, including practice driving check
lists, written pre- and posttests, and final road tests. After compila
tion of data, the following conclusions were reached:
1. The method utilizing the driving range with the simulators most
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efficiently combined the factors of cost and effectiveness of
instruction.
2. The traditional method is most effective for the student in
terms of errors made on the final road test,
3. The method utilizing the driving range is least expensive.
4. The method utilizing the driving range is least effective for
the student in terms of errors made on the final road test.
5. The traditional method is most expensive.
Moss (17) studied the driving records of people who had completed
either a competency-based or 4-phase driver education program, control
ling for the variables of overall driving record, sex, number of moving
violations, and number of chargeable accidents. A study of driving rec
ords led to the conclusion that either program was acceptable in terms
of its effectiveness relating to driving performance.
In comparing a 2-phase driver education program with a 4-phase pro
gram, McCormick (15) found that there was a significant difference in the
mean ratings of students who have completed these programs. Evaluation
based on driving skills indicated that the 4-phase driver education pro
gram is a more effective program than 2-phase driver education.
Josie (12) reports no significant differences in mean driver skill
tests scores between males in a 2-phase driver education program and
those in 3-phase range and 3-phase simulation programs. However, a sig
nificant difference appeared at or below the .05 level between males of
the 2-phase program and those of the 4-phase program. Females showed no
significant difference between the 2-phase program and the 3-phase simu
lation or 4-phase driver education programs. Females did show a signifi
cant difference at or below the .05 level between the 2-phase and 3-phase
12b
range programs.
Dreyer and Janke (6) compared range and nonrange driver training,
utilizing student performance during training, performance on tests re
quired for licensing, and the number of days between training and licens
ing for their measurements. California Department of Motor Vehicle files
supplied information on student accident and conviction records within
the year following the beginning of driver training. Results showed that
nonrange students performed significantly better on the following train
ing variables: 1) knowledge posttest; 2) simulator score; and 3) driver
course grade. There was no significant difference between range and non-
range students on driver licensing test scores or in the amount of time
spent in becoming licensed. Range students had fewer total accidents
than nonrange students in the year following the beginning of training.
Time spent on the range during training was not related to frequency of
accidents or convictions for range students.
Council, Roper, and Sadof (5) ccsnpared range and nonrange driver edu
cation students in North Carolina. Methodology Included sampling the
class rolls of the 7 original range programs in North Carolina and of 17
randomly-chosen nonrange schools for the same school year. Names were
then linked with subsequent driving history as recorded by the North Caro
lina Department of Motor Vehicles, and resulting data were comparatively
examined by various accident and violation classes and time periods. The
categorical analyses Indicated no significant differences between the
range group and the nonrange group based on accident histories,
Lyle (14) compared driver record information of driver education
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graduates with records of nondriver education graduates over a period of
5 years. Conclusions reached upon examination of data included:
1, Driver education students appear to have learned more about
driving practices that would enable them to achieve better
driving records than other drivers.
2. Students in driver education seem to have developed more exper
tise in defensive driving than other students.
3, The driver education program provides a variety of learning
experiences that help develop more conscientious drivers.
4. Through efforts to increase driver training programs and their
effectiveness, it should be possible to produce young drivers
who will display even better records of driving performance,
Harrington (9) collected data on driving records and other biographi
cal information through the use of California Department of Motor Vehicle
records, permanent high school records, a mail questionnaire, and person
interviews. His findings were:
1. People taking driver education had better driving records and
more socially desirable personal characteristics than those
not taking the course,
2. Citizenship grades in high school were the best predictor of
accidents and convictions.
3. The average number of accidents showed little change in the
first 4 years of driving.
Through the use of accident and violation involvement, Shaoul (24)
concluded that driver education was usually observed to be significantly
related to a reduction in accidents and violations. However, an investi
gation into the nature of this relationship showed that it was one of
association with a third variable, namely experience and exposure to risk,
rather than a direct causal one. The cognitive factor is an important
element in the driving task and safety. However, there is little evidence
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to suggest that driver education had been instrxsnental in altering driv
ing behavior.
The Michigan Department of Education Research, Evaluation and
Assessment Services (16) conducted a study designed to provide some an
swers on what constitutes a good driver education program and what knowl
edge/skills students were acquiring. The research emphasis was on the
classroom phase of driver education programs. All students (140,000) en
rolled in a driver education course--public, private, parochial, or com
mercial school--were required to take one of the forms of the classroom
tests, which were developed for this study, at the conclusion of their
program. In addition. A,000 students took the test prior to any formal
driver education instruction. Based on data obtained from these tests,
the following conclusions were reached.
1. Teachers should administer a pretest to their classes and ad
vance students from their entrance level. This might mean
that more time could be spent on advanced skills.
2. Thirty hours may be insufficient for the necessary instruction.
Although classes with over 40 hours of classwork did not have
significantly better achievement, it may be that teachers in
such courses were merely teaching the same concepts as in the
short courses, rather than working on the more advanced skills.
3. Results indicated that both of the 3-phase programs produced
high classroom achievement; the 3-phase simulator was the high
est in attainment. The 3-phase programs were significantly
better than any of the other program formats; there was no sig
nificant difference between the 3-phase range and 3-phase simu
lator in regards to achievement. Because of the cost associated
with the installation and maintenance of a driving simulator,
this type of program was approximately $12.00 per pupil more
expensive than the 3-phase range program.
4. Students who took their driver education course during the
summer had significantly better achievement of cognitive knowl
edge than did those having a regular school day course. The
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short duration of these programs may have contributed to high
achievement because students may have been better able to
recall the material taught.
5. The results for younger teachers were better than for older
teachers.
6. Results for part-time teachers were higher than those for full-
time teachers. Since the part-time teachers were typically
used in summer programs, there may be an interaction effect.
7. Students who were slightly younger than 16 performed the best.
This may be due to a higher desire or motivation to obtain
their driver license.
Tack (25) included 339 driver education classes in his study, with
3,236 students being interviewed and included in the study. His findings
concerning the comparison of sunaner and regular school year driver edu
cation programs are as follows:
1. Between students taught in the simmer and semester, significant
differences were found in the amount of knowledge learned. Al
though the gains in knowledge scores were statistically signif
icant in both time periods, the semester-taught students had
significantly greater gains. Summer students were significantly
younger than semester-taught students, which possibly could have
resulted in differential driving record differences. Sunmer
students were found to have significantly fewer moving violation
convictions and suspensions/revocations than semester-taught stu
dents. However, when the influence of other variables known to
be related to driving records were taken into consideration,
the time at which a male student took driver education had no
effect on future driving. The female student taking driver edu
cation in the summer had fewer accidents, moving violations and
official actions.
2, Significantly more of the summer-taught students responded that
their parents encouraged them to take the course. Likewise,
they also drive vehicles such as motorcycles and minibikes prior
to enrolling in driver education more often than did semester-
taught students. Summer-taught students reported driving signif
icantly more minutes per driving session than did semester stu
dents. They also reported they met a significantly fewer number
of hours in classroom instruction compared to the semester pro
grams. However, the total average number of hours exceeded the
minimum state standard. Only 6 percent of the summer programs
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were found to be meeting less weeks than required by law com
pared to 18-23 percent of the semester programs.
3. Summer-taught students rated their instructors significantly
lower on the items of the instructor satisfactorily answering
students' questions, the instructor being a better than average
teacher, the instructor providing a good combination of lecture
and discussion in the classroom, and the instructor being con
cerned whether students learned the material. In general, sum
mer students' responses to interview items indicated they en
joyed driver education less as compared to semester students'
responses.
4. It was recommended that driver education be offered in the
school year and not summer only, to make driver education avail
able when desired and to accommodate those students closest to
their 16th birthday. Driver education being available during
the semester or summer the student would most like to take the
course was found positively related to fewer accidents and
violations.
The Survey/Questionnaire Data Gathering Technique
Hardt (8) examined the relationship between a personal, oral inter
view and a group-administered, written questionnaire. The study was con
ducted in order to examine the efficiency of the two methods when their
content is identical. The information gained through the two procedures
was coDpared in terms of agreement between methods, and between each
method and an external criterion. The subjects were 2 groups of 40 Ore
gon high school seniors. The subjects were randomly assigned to one of
the methods. The information received was categorized either as school
performance or as biographical background content. This permitted making
method comparisons in terms of two types of content. The results of the
statistical analyses indicated that the personal, oral interview and the
group-administered written questionnaire were highly comparable; they
provide essentially the same infonnation.
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Barr, Davis, and Johnson (2) have stated that carefully planned
questionnaires, with due consideration of the ability and willingness of
potential respondents to supply data, are capable of yielding reason
ably accurate results. Also, the questionnaire survey technique of data
gathering is generally regarded as more dependable when used to obtain
facts rather than opinions.
Quensel and Talkington (21) of the Traffic and Safety Education Sec
tion of the Home Economics and Industrial Technology Department at Illi
nois State University conducted a 4-year driver education curriculum de
velopment project. This project was designed to assist the Illinois
Office of Education with the implementation and evaluation of the state
driver education curriculum guide. The main objective of driver educa
tion is to help produce safer drivers, and a safe driver is defined as
one who can avoid traffic collisions. Therefore, the effectiveness of
the new curriculum for reducing highway collisions had to be determined.
To carry out this type of evaluation, the collection and analysis of stu
dent collision records was required. Student survey questionnaires were
prepared for this purpose. A 3-step verification process was developed
to determine if student responses represented a true record of their
driving and collision experiences. These steps included: 1) visual in
spection of all questionnaires returned; 2) personal interviews with
students; and 3) comparison of the number of collisions for a representa
tive sample with official records in the State Department of Transporta
tion, As a result of this analysis it was determined that the self-re-
porting survey technique may be used as a tool for measuring whether or
not one driver education program is more effective than another.
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The literature suggested that students generally achieve as well
in summer school as they do in the regular school year; that many factors
are responsible for the per capita cost of driver education, but that non-
regular school day programs are considerably less expensive than regular
school day programs; and that research dealing with the effectiveness
of driver education instruction yields conflicting results. Also, the
survey/questionnaire technique seems to be an effective means of collect
ing data.
The study which follows will deal more specifically with comparing
the effectiveness of summer and regular school year driver education pro
grams.
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METHOD OF PROCEDURE
The intent of this study was to compare the effectiveness of driver
education programs offered during the summer with the effectiveness of
driver education programs offered during the regular school year. Such
comparison was made through the analysis of a survey indicating traffic
accident involvement of graduates of both programs. The number of cita
tions for moving violations received, as well as general information on
student driving experience, was also investigated.
Hypotheses
1. There is no relationship between traffic accident involvement of
students taught to drive in a summer driver education course and
students taught to drive in a semester-long driver education course.
2. There is no relationship between other selected criteria and student
traffic accident involvement,
3. There is no relationship between the reception of a citation for a
moving violation and whether the student was taught to drive in a
summer or a semester-long driver education course.
4. There is no relationship between other selected criteria and student
reception of a citation for a moving violation.
Assumptions
1. That all students surveyed received at least 30 hours of instruction
in the classrocm phase of their driver education course, and at
least 6 hours of behind-the-wheel instruction.
2. That all of the driver education teachers at the 3 high schools par
ticipating in the study were fully and legally certified to teach
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driver education in Iowa.
3. That students were allowed to take driver education at a time of
year which was acceptable to them. That is, the student's ability
or willingness to learn to drive was not hampered because of his/her
displeasure with when he/she took driver education.
4, That all information supplied by the students was true.
Limitations
1. The driver education programs involved were 2-phase only (classroom
and behind-the-wheel)•
2. Accident involvement of seniors was examined. This would allow for
only up to 2 years of driving experience.
3. While a reduction of accident involvement is desirable, this should
not be the sole objective of a driver education program.
4. Data collection was limited to student responses taken from the
survey.
5. The 3 school districts involved are all located in central Iowa.
Description of Schools Involved
Ballard High School is located in Huxley, Iowa, a town of 1,377
people located approximately 15 miles north of Des Moines. Ballard's
1978-1979 enrollment for grades 10 through 12 was 285. Sixty-two of the
91 Ballard seniors were surveyed.
Ankeny High School is located in Ankeny, Iowa, a town of 13,212
people located approximately 10 miles north of Des Moines. Ankeny's
1978-1979 enrollment for grades 10 through 12 was 950, One hundred six
teen of the 301 Ankeny seniors were surveyed.
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Urbandale High School is located in Urbandale, Iowa, a suburb of
Des Moines with a population of 16,410. The entire metropolitan Des
Moines area has a population of 201,404. Urbandale's 1979-1979 enroll
ment for grades 9 through 12 was 1,059. One hundred four of the 283
Urbandale seniors were surveyed.
These particular towns were selected for this study because of their
range in population size, which offered a good representation of the
towns and cities in Iowa. Also, the driving environments of these towns
ranged from a generally rural setting in Huxley to a generally urban set
ting in Urbandale, with Ankeny offering an environment which was some
where between rural and urban in nature.
Another consideration in the selection of these schools for this
study was that they all offered 2-phase driver education programs. Many
schools in Iowa offer 2-phase driver education programs, and normally
only large schools have simulation or multiple-car range facilities.
This was considered to be a desirable trait for schools in this study,
in order to be as representative of as many schools in Iowa as possible.
Due to the limited number of days remaining in the 1978-1979 school
year, schools contacted for inclusion in this study were limited to a 50-
mile radius of Iowa State University. A total of 4 schools were con
tacted; the principals of the schools which were selected expressed their
willingness to cooperate. Another factor which limited the selection of
schools was that schools selected had to offer driver education during
the summer as well as during the regular school year.
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Actual Procedure
Initial contact with the schools involved in this study was made
through a telephone call to the principal of each high school during the
last week in April of 1979. During this telephone conversation, the
length and content of the survey to be administered were discussed, as
was the overall scope and purpose of this study. Each principal agreed
to allow the survey to be administered at his school during the following
week, with the understanding that the survey would be completed in classes
composed mostly of seniors. The permission to administer the survey in
individual classrooms was obtained from the classroom teacher by each
principal. While it would have been desirable to survey all seniors at
each school, this was impossible due to the limited ntjmber of days remain
ing in the school year. The principals involved were cooperative, but
they allowed the administration of the survey for one school day only,
and only during the classes for which prior arrangements had been made.
The information used for the comparison of summer and regular school-
year driver education programs was obtained from a survey which is pre
sented in Appendix A. The survey consisted of 62 questions. The first
20 questions were answered by all students surveyed; these questions
deal with the student's sex, when driver education instruction was re
ceived, general information concerning driving experience, suggestions
for improvement of driver education, the number of moving violations re
ceived, and the number of traffic accidents involved in following the
completion of driver education. Questions 21 through 62 were answered
by students who have been involved in traffic accidents. A student who
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had been involved in 1 traffic accident was asked to answer questions 21
through 36; a student who had been involved in 2 traffic accidents was
asked to answer questions 21 through 49; and a student who had been in
volved in 3 traffic accidents was asked to answer questions 21 through
62. These questions asked specific information about the traffic acci
dents in which they were involved. The questions asked concerning the stu
dent's second and third traffic accidents were the same as those dealing
with the student's first traffic accident.
The procedure for administration of the survey followed the same
format at each school. The students were told the purpose for conducting
the study and the role that they would assume in the research. The stu
dents were assured that their identity would remain anonymous during and
following the study. Finally, the students were instructed to carefully
read all directions preceding the first question, as well as all other
directions presented throughout the survey. After these brief instruc
tions, the students were requested to complete the survey. Time required
for completion of the survey ranged from 9 minutes to 26 minutes, with
the average completion time being 16 minutes.
The majority of the questions included in the survey used for this
study came from a survey used in a study conducted by Quensel and Talking-
ton (21). Warren P. Quensel was contacted by letter for permission to
use the survey in this study. Permission was granted in the letter which
appears in Appendix B.
Data were transferred to standard coding forms and analyzed by ccwd-
puter at Iowa State University through the use rf the nonparametric
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statistical technique, described by Popham and Sirotnik (20), known as
which
were included for analysis in this study included sex, whether the stu
dent received driver education instruction during the summer or during
the regular school year, whether or not the student had been involved in
a traffic accident, the school that the student attended, and whether or
not the student had been issued any citations for moving violations. The
null hypotheses of this study were tested at the .05 significance level.
Frequency counts were also utilized in the analysis of data, in order
to present the most conmon responses to the individual survey items.
Summary
A total of 282 seniors fron 3 central Iowa high schools of varying
size and environment were included in this study. A survey indicating
traffic accident involvement and general driving experience was adminis
tered to the subjects during one of their classes at school. Analysis
of the data was accomplished by computer, employing the chi square statis'
tical technique in addition to frequency counts for survey response.
Null hypotheses were tested at the .05 significance level.
aG Dea Dy fo n a biroc iK i
Chi square (chl square =E(°bserved^-^expected)^j_ Variables
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ANALYSIS OT DATA
The results of the data analysis are presented in this chapter. In
cluded are analyses of the following: 1) the relationship between traf
fic accident involvement and the period of time in which driver education
instruction was received; 2) the relationship between traffic accident
involvement and the sex of the student; 3) the relationship between traf
fic accident involvement and the school at which driver education instruc
tion was received; 4) the relationship between the student receiving a
moving violation citation and the period of time in which driver educa
tion instruction was received; 5) the relationship between the student
receiving a moving violation citation and the sex of the student; and
6) the relationship between the student receiving a moving violation cita
tion and the school at which driver education instruction was received.
Frequency counts of responses to survey questions are also included in
this chapter.
General Characteristics of Sample
A total of 282 students completed the survey; 116 students from
Ankeny High School; 62 students from Ballard High School; and 104 stu
dents frcsn Urbandale High School. Table 1 provides a breakdown of the
number of males and females completing the survey at each school. It was
particularly interesting to note the equitable distribution of the sample
by sex at each school, as well as for the total sample.
The time of year during which the students at each school received
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Table 1. Sex distribution of students surveyed
Sex
Male
Female
Total
Ankeny
N ^
53 45.7
63 54.3
116 100.0
Ballard
N 7c
Urbandale
N %
32 51.6 54 51.9
30 48.4 50 48.1
62 100.0 104 100.0
Total
N
139 49.3
143 50.7
282 100.0
their driver education instruction is presented in Table 2. The percent
age figures presented for the sample were representative of the actual
driver education offerings at each school; Ankeny High School conducts
a large summer driver education program to accommodate the majority of
their students; Ballard High School maintains a nearly even distribution
of students in their summer and regular school year programs; and Urban-
dale High School accommodates the majority of their driver education stu
dents during the regular school year.
Table 2. Period of time in which education instruction received
Period of
time
Summer
Regular school
year
Total
Ankeny
N 7
Ballard
N %
Urbandale
N %
Total
N %
94 81.0 32 51.6 39 37,5 165 58.5
22 19.0 30 48.4 65 62.5 117 41,5
116 100.0 64 100.0 104 100.0 282 100.0
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Traffic Accident Involvement
By school attended
Of the 282 students surveyed, 165 of them had been involved in at
least one traffic accident. Table 3 presents the traffic accident in
volvement of students at each of the schools included in the study. At
Ankeny High School, 81 of the 116 students surveyed had been involved in
at least one traffic accident; at Ballard High School, 28 of the 62 stu
dents surveyed had been involved in at least one traffic accident; and
at Urbandale High School, 56 of the 104 students surveyed had been in
volved in at least one traffic accident.
Table 3. Traffic accident involvement by school attended
Traffic School attended
accident
involvement
Ankeny Ballard Urbandale
Row
total
Yes
Count
Row pet
Col pet
Tot pet
81
49.1
69.8
28,7
28
17.0
45.2
9.9
56
33.9
53.8
19.9
165
58.5
No
Count
Row pet
Col pet
Tot pet
35
29.9
30.2
12.4
34
29.1
54.8
12.1
48
41.0
46.2
17.0
117
41.5
Column
Total
116
41.1
62
22.0
104
36.9
282
100.0
Chi square = 11. 60337* 2 degrees freedom
p < .01.
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By sex
Ninety-three of the 139 males surveyed, and 72 of the 143 females,
were involved in at least one traffic accident. Table 4 presents the
traffic accident involvement of students according to their sex.
Table 4. Traffic accident involvement by sex
Traffic Sex
accident
involvonent
Male Female
Row
total
Yes
Count
Row pet
Col pet
Tot pet
93
56.4
66.9
33.0
72
43.6
50.3
25.5
165
58.5
No
Count
Row pet
Col pet
Tot pet
46
39.3
33.1
16.3
71
60.7
49.7
25.2
117
41.5
Column
Total
139
49.3
143
50.7
282
100.0
Chi square = 7,29204* 1 degree freedom
p < .01.
the period of time in which driver education instruction was received
One purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship be
tween traffic accident involvement and the period of time in which driver
education instruction was received. Tables 5, 6. and 7 present the traf
fic accident involvement of students from each individual high school in
cluded in this study according to the period of time in which driver
education instruction was received.
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Table 5. Traffic accident involvement of Ankeny High School students
according to period of time in which driver education in
struction received
Traffic
Period of time driver education
instruction received
accident
involvement Summer
Regular
school year
Row
total
Count 69 12
Yes
Row pet 85.2 14.8 81
Col pet 73.4 54.5 69.8
Tot pet 59.5 10.3
Count 25 10
No
Row pet 71.4 28.6 35
Col pet 26.6 45.5 30.2
Tot pet 21.6 8.6
Column 94 22 116
Total 81.0 19.0 100.0
Chi square = 2.1774 1 degree freedom
Table 6, Traffic accident involvement of Ballard High School students
according to period of time in which driver education in
struction received
Traffic
Period of time driver education
instruction received
accident
involvement Summer
Regular
school vear
Row
total
Count 14 14
Yes
Row pet 50.0 50.0 28
Col pet 43.8 46.7 45,2
Tot pet 22.6 22.6
Count 18 16
No
Row pet 52.9 47.1 34
Col pet 56.2 53.3 54.8
Tot pet 29.0 25.8
Column 32 30 62
Total
Chi square =
51.6 48.4 100.0
0.0006518 1 degree freedom
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Table 7. Traffic accident involvement of Urbandale High School students
according to period of time in which driver education instruc
tion received
Traffic
Period of time driver education
instruction received
accident
involvement Summer
Regular
school year
Row
total
Count 25 31
Yes
Row pet 44.6 55.4 56
Col pet 64.1 47.7 53.8
Tot pet 24.0 29.8
Count 14 34
No
Row pet 29.2 70.8 48
Col pet 35.9 52.3 46.2
Tot pet 13.5 32.7
Colisnn 39 65 104
Total 37.5 62.5 100.0
Chi square = 2.0222 1 degree freedom
Table 8 presents the traffic accident involvement of all students
surveyed according to the period of time in which driver education in
struction was received.
Citations Received for Moving Violations
By school attended
Of the 282 students surveyed, 89 of them had received at least one
citation for a moving violation. Table 9 presents the citations received
by students at each of the schools included in the study. At Ankeny High
School, 37 of the 116 students surveyed had received at least one such
citationj at Ballard High School, 19 of the 62 students surveyed had re
ceived at least one such citation; and at Urbandale High School, 33 of
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Table 8. Traffic accident involvement of all students according to
period of time in which driver education instruction received
Traffic
Period of time driver education
instruction received
accident
involvement Summer
Regular
school year
Row
total
Yes
Count
Row pet
Col pet
Tot pet
108
65.5
65.5
38.3
57
34.5
48.7
20.2
165
58.5
No
Count
Row pet
Col pet
Tot pet
57
48.7
34.5
20.2
60
51.3
51.3
21.3
117
41.5
Column
Total
Chi square 7.22481*
165 117
58.5 41.5
1 degree freedom
282
100.0
*
P < .01.
Table 9. Citations received for moving violations by school attended
School attended
Row
totalmoving violation
Ankeny Ballard Urbandale
Yes
Count
Row pet
Col pet
Tot pet
37
41.6
31.9
13.1
19
21.3
30.6
6.7
33
37.1
31.7
11.7
89
31.6
No
Count
Row pet
Col pet
Tot pet
79
40.9
68.1
28.0
43
22.3
69.4
15.2
71
36.8
68.3
25.2
193
68.4
Column
Total
116
41.1
62
22.0
104
36.9
282
100.0
Chi square = 0.03151 2 degrees freedom
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the 104 students surveyed had received at least one citation for a mov
ing violation.
By sex
Sixty-six of the 139 males surveyed, and 23 of the 143 females,
had received at least one citation for a moving violation. Table 10 pre
sents the citations received for a moving violation according to the sex
of the sttidents.
Table 10, Citations received for moving violation by sex
Cited for
moving violation Male
Sex
Female
Row
total
Count 66 23
Yes
Row pet 74.2 25.8 89
Col pet 47.5 16,1 31.6
Tot pet 23.4 8.2
Count 73 120
No
Row pet 37.8 62.2 193
Col pet 52.5 83.9 68.4
Tot pet 25.9 42.6
Column 139 143 282
Total 49.3 50.7 100.0
ml^
Chi square = 30,73338* 1 degree freedcm
p < .01.
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BZ the period of time in which driver education instruction was received
Another purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship
between receiving a citation for a moving violation and the time at which
driver education instruction was received. Tables 11, 12, and 13 pre
sent this information for each individual high school included in this
study.
Table 11. Citations received for moving violations by Ankeny High School
students according to period of time in which driver education
instruction received
Period of time driver education
instruction received
Cited for
moving violation Summer
Regular
school year
Row
total
Yes
Count
Row pet
Col pet
Tot pet
30
81.1
31.9
25.9
7
18.9
31.8
6.0
37
31.9
No
Count
Row pet
Col pet
Tot pet
64
81.1
68.1
55.2
15
18.9
68.2
12,9
79
68.1
Column
Total
94
81.1
22
18.9
116
100.0
Chi square = 0.0595 1 degree freedom
33
Table 12. Citations received for moving violations by Ballard High
School students according to period of time in which driver
education instruction received
Cited for
moving violation
Period of time driver education
instruction received
Regular
Summer school year
Row
total
Yes
No
Coltann
Total
Count 12 7
Row pet 63.2 36.8 43
Col pet 37,5 23.3 69,4
Tot pet 19.4 11,3
Count 20 23
Row pet 46.5 53.5 19
Col pet 62.5 76.7 30.6
Tot pet 32,2 37.1
32 30 62
51.6 48.4 100.0
Chi square = 0,8678 1 degree freedom
Table 13. Citations received for moving violations by Urbandale High
School students according to period of time in which driver
education instruction received
Period of time driver education
instruction received
Cited
moving
for
violation Simmer
Regular
school year
Row
total
Count 15 18
Yes
Row pet 45.5 54.5 71
Col pet 38.5 27.7 68.3
Tot pet 14.4 17.3
Count 24 47
No
Row pet 33.8 66.2 33
Col pet 61.5 72.3 31.7
Tot pet 23.1 45.2
Column 39 65 104
Total 37,5 62.5 100,0
Chi square = 0.8594 1 degree freedom
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Table 14 presents citations received for moving violations for all
students surveyed according to when driver education instruction was
received.
Table 14, Citations received for moving violations by all students ac
cording to period of time in which driver education instruc
tion received
Period of time driver education
instruction received
Cited for Regular Row
moving violation Summer school year total
Count 57 32
Yes
Row pet 64.0 36.0 193
Col pet 34.5 27.4 68,4
Tot pet 20.2 11.3
Count 108 85
No
Row pet 56,0 44.0 89
Col pet 65.5 72.6 31.6
Tot pet 38.3 30,1
Column 165 117 282
Total 58.5 41.5 100.0
Chi square = 1,32453 1 degree freedom
Findings
The chi square values presented in this study have been corrected
according to the Yates correction method, as noted in Popham and Sirotnik
(20). These chi square values served as the basis for testing the 4
stated hypotheses of the study, namely:
1. There is no relationship between traffic accident involve
ment of students taught to drive in a summer driver educa
tion course and students taught to drive in a semester-long
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driver education course.
2. There is no relationship between other selected criteria and
student traffic accident involvement.
3. There is no relationship between the reception of a citation
for a moving violation and whether the student was taught to
drive in a summer or a semester-long driver education course.
4. There is no relationship between other selected criteria and
student reception of a citation for a moving violation.
The hypotheses were tested at the .05 level of significance. A
total of 12 chi square values were computed, yielding the following re
sults :
1. A relationship was found between traffic accident involvement
of students taught to drive in a summer driver education course
and students taught to drive in a semester-long driver educa
tion course. The first hypothesis thus was rejected.
2, A relationship was found between traffic accident involvement
and sex of the student, A relationship was also found between
traffic accident involvement and the high school attended by
the student. The second hypothesis thus was rejected for the
criteria of sex and high school attended.
3. No relationship was found between the reception of a citation
for a moving violation and whether the student was taught to
drive in a summer or semester-long driver education course.
The third hypothesis, therefore, could not be rejected.
4, A relationship was found between the reception of a citation
for a moving violation and sex of the student. The fourth
hypothesis thus was rejected for the criteria of sex. How
ever, no relationship was found between the reception of a
citation for a moving violation and the high school attended
by the student. The fourth hypothesis, for the criteria of
high school attended, therefore could not be rejected.
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Frequency Counts
The most common response to each survey question is presented in
Table 15. The columns found beneath each of the headings of the table
represent the response which was selected most often (R), the number of
students selecting that response (N), and the percent of students select
ing that response (7»). It should be mentioned that questions 21-62 deal
with traffic accident involvement. Therefore, the number of students
that these questions were applicable to decreased as questions concerned
with the first, second, and third traffic accident were presented. Also,
some students who had experienced traffic accident involvement failed to
respond to certain questions dealing with this involvement (for example,
"What mistake did you make, if any?"). Therefore, the percentage for a
specific number of responses for questions 21-62 varied at times accord
ing to the total number of students responding. Questions 1-20 were
answered by all students surveyed.
Survey questions 1 and 2 were not included in Table 15 because these
questions asked basic information concerning sex and the period of time
in which driver education instruction was received. This type of ques
tion did not lend itself well to such a frequency count; also, the in
formation provided by these questions appeared in Tables 1 and 2,
Table 15 was presented in order to provide a general Indication of
the driving and traffic accident experience of students at each of the
high schools included in the study, as well as to provide the same in
formation for the ccsnbined sample.
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Table 15. Frequency coimt (most common responses to survey questions
3-62)
Ques
tion R
Ankeny
N % R
Ballard
N %
Urbandale
R N % R
Combined
N 7o
3 1 58 50.0 1 41 66.1 1 81 77.9 1 180 63.8
4 5 41 35.3 5 26 41.9 4 42 40.4 5 97 34.4
5 2 55 47.4 2 32 51.6 1 41 39.4 2 127 45.0
6 1 77 66.4 2 25 40.3 1 95 91.3 1 189 67.0
7 3 63 54.3 3 34 54.8 3 54 51.9 3 151 53.5
8 1 97 84.3 1 58 93.5 1 83 79.8 1 238 84.7
9 1 73 62.9 1 39 62.9 1 65 62.5 1 177 62.8
10 3 31 26.7 4 21 33.9 2 31 30.1 2 70 24.9
11 5 70 60.3 5 35 56.5 5 66 64.1 5 171 60.9
12 4 58 50.0 5 24 38.7 5 41 39.8 4 112 39.9
13 2 33 28.4 3 15 24.2 2 23 22.3 3 67 23.8
14 8 22 19.0 8 17 27.4 2 19 18.4 8 52 18.5
15 8 27 23.3 8 23 37.1 4 20 19.6 8 62 22.1
16 7 31 26.7 7 17 27.4 7 31 29.8 7 79 28.0
17 1 39 35.5 3 22 36.7 5 30 29.1 1 83 30.4
18 2 48 41.7 2 26 42.6 4 35 33.7 2 104 37.1
19 1 79 68.1 1 43 69.4 1 71 68.3 1 193 68.4
20 2 44 37.9 1 34 54.8 1 49 47.1 1 118 41.8
21 1 17 21.0 8 5 19.2 14 25.0 4 30 18.4
22 1 11 29.7 4 4 40.0 1 15 62.5 1 28 39.4
23 1 7 50.0 1 2 66.7 1 4 50.0 1 13 52.0
24 1 22 27.8 1 8 30.8 1 19 33.9 1 49 30.4
8 22 27.8
25 1 60 75.0 1 18 69.2 1 34 60.7 1 112 69.1
26 1 37 46.3 1 11 44.0 1 22 39.3 1 70 43.5
27 3 25 31.3 3 10 38.5 11 19.6 3 45 27.8
28 1 44 55.0 1 11 42.3 1 26 46.4 1 81 50.0
29 1 28 35.0 1 10 38.5 1 15 26.8 1 53 32,7
Table 15 (Continued)
Ques
tion
Ankeny
R N %
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Ballard
R N %
Urbandale
R N %
Combined
R N %
30 1 42 53.8 1 11 42.3 1 22 39.3 1 75 46.9
31 1 28 50,0 1 7 43.8 1 17 43.6 1 52 46.8
32 6 27 34.2 6 9 36.0 1 19 33.9 46 28.8
33 1 39 50.6 1 12 50.0 1 25 45.5 1 76 48.7
34 1 34 43.6 1 10 40.0 1 21 38.2 1 65 41.1
35 1 71 89.9 1 22 91.7 1 50 90.9 1 143 90.5
36 1 37 47,4 1 7 30.4 1 29 52.7 1 73 46.8
3 7 30.4
37 1 14 37.8 4 3 30.0 11 45,8 1 22 31.0
38 1 23 62.2 1 7 77.8 1 18 75.0 1 48 68.6
39 1 15 40.5 1 7 70.0 1 13 54.2 1 35 49.3
40 4 8 21,6 5 5 50.0 6 25.0 15 21.1
6 8 21,6 — — — — — — — — —
41 1 25 67.6 1 4 40.0 1 13 54,2 1 42 59,2
42 1 13 35.1 1 4 40.0 1 7 29.2 1 24 33.8
43 1 16 45.7 1 6 66,7 1 12 52.2 1 34 50.7
44 2 10 34.5 8 2 33.3 1 6 31,6 15 27.8
45 6 10 27.0 6 4 44,4 7 30.4 21 30.4
46 1 14 38.9 1 4 44.4 1 11 50.0 1 29 43,3
47 1 15 40.5 1 3 30.0 1 9 40.9 1 27 39.1
48 1 35 94.6 1 9 90,0 1 18 81.8 1 62 89.9
49 1 18 48.6 1 5 50,0 1 12 54,5 1 35 50.7
50 1 3 23.1 1 2 50.0 1 4 57.1 1 9 37.5
2 3 23.1
4 3 23.1 — — — — --
51 1 8 61.5 1 3 75.0 1 3 42,9 1 14 58.3
52 4 6 46,2 1 3 75.0 1 5 71.4 1 13 54.2
53 5 5 38.5 4 2 50,0 3 3 42.9 5 8 33.3
5 2 50.0
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Table 15 (Continued)
Ques'
tion
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
Ankeny Ballard
R N % R N %
1 8 61.5 1 3 75.0
1 3 23.1 6 2 50.0
4 3 23.1
1 6 46.2 1 3 75.0
1 4 36.4 1 2 66.7
4 5 38.5 6 3 75.0
1 5 38.5 1 1 25.0
-- — 21 25.0
3 1 25.0
— — 8 1 25.0
1 8 61.5 1 2 50.0
1 12 92.3 1 3 75.0
1 5 38.5 1 2 50.0
• 3 2 50.0
Urbandale
R N 7o
71.4
42.9
71.4
57.1
28.6
28.6
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
14.3
28.6
28.6
28.6
57.1
42.9
Combined
R N %
16
7
66.7
29.2
14 58.3
10 47.6
7 29.2
29.2
12 50.0
19
9
79.2
37.5
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DISCUSSION
This study was designed primarily to determine if a difference
existed between the effectiveness of summer and semester-long driver edu'
cation programs. Such effectiveness was determined by student traffic
accident involvement.
No relationship was found between the traffic accident involvement
of students surveyed at each individual high school and the period of
time in which driver education instruction was received, however, this
may have been due, at least in part, to the relatively small nimber of
students surveyed at each high school. A relationship was found between
the traffic accident involvement of all students surveyed and the period
of time in which driver education instruction was received. Such a rela
tionship should cause driver educators and school administrators to at
least question the effectiveness of their summer driver education pro
grams in minimizing student accident involvement, and perhaps to make
program changes necessary in order to offer the majority of their stu
dents semester-long driver education courses.
Several items of interest were noted upon examination of the fre
quency counts, which represent all of the students' responses to survey
questions 3-62. Items of interest include:
1. In answer to the question, "What one thing could be done to
most improve driver education classroom instruction?", the
most frequent response for Ankeny students was "less time
spent here"; the most frequent response for Ballard students
was "more films, slides, guest speakers, etc."; and the most
frequent response for Urbandale students was "teacher shows
more interest".
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2. In answer to the question, "What one thing could be done to
most improve driver education in-car instruction?", the most
frequent response for Ankeny and Ballard students was "more
time spent here", while the most frequent response for
TJrbandale students was "more work on advanced tasks".
3. In answer to questions concerning accident involvement, re
sponses indicated that most frequently the accident occurred
at an intersection; on a dry, straight, and level roadway;
while the student involved was traveling in a straight path.
The other object most frequently involved in the accident was
another moving car. The most frequent outcome of the accident
involved only property damage, such damage to the respondent's
car involving a cost of $250.00 or less in repairs. No serious
personal injuries or fatalities were reported.
These responses seem to indicate that driver education teachers
need to evaluate the effectiveness of their classroom and behind-the-
wheel instructional programs. It appears that the content must be more
meaningful, and should be presented in such a manner as to make learning
a challenge. The in-car instruction should reflect ccxnpetencies needed
to reduce the accident experience shown by the driving records of high
school students and the total population in general.
On the basis of the data resulting from this study, the following
recoDBoendations are made for future research:
1. Replication of the study, utilizing a larger, randomly-selected
sample.
2. Replication of the study, utilizing a larger geographical area
from which to draw the sample.
3. Replication of the study, evaluating the effectiveness of 3-
or 4-phase driver education programs.
4. Replication of the study, sampling subjects after they have
acquired more driving experience (perhaps 5 years or more).
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5. Replication of the study, using selected items from the
survey to answer a specific problem. For Instance, ques
tions dealing only with traffic violations.
6. Utilizing official Department of Transportation files, com
pare the driving records of students who have completed
semester-long and summer driver education programs.
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SUMMARY
This study involved investigating the relationship between the
period of time in which driver education instruction was received and
traffic accident involvement; sex and traffic accident involvement; high
school attended and traffic accident involvement; the period of time in
which driver education instruction was received and reception of a cita
tion for a moving violation; sex and reception of a citation for a moving
violation; and high school attended and reception of a citation for a
moving violation.
Data were obtained from a survey dealing with driving and traffic
accident experience. The survey was completed by 282 high school seniors
from 3 different central Iowa towns.
Data were analyzed through the use of the nonparametric statistical
technique known as chi square. Computed chi square values indicated the
following results for this study:
1. A relationship was found between traffic accident involve
ment and the period of time in which driver education instruc
tion was received.
2. A relationship was found between traffic accident involve
ment and sex. It was found that females have fewer accidents.
3. A relationship was found between traffic accident involve
ment and the high school attended.
4. No relationship was found between the reception of a cita
tion for a moving violation and the period of time in which
driver education instruction was received.
5. A relationship was found between the reception of a cita
tion for a moving violation and sex.
6. No relationship was found between the reception of a cita
tion for a moving violation and the high school attended.
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DRIVF.R RDUCATIQN EVALUATION SURVEY
Need and Importance of Survey
The purpose of this survey is to obtain information which can help improve
driver education in Iowa. Several high schools are trying out new methods and
materials in their programs. With your help, we can find out which programs are
best.
The main objective of driver education is to help drivers avoid traffic
collisions. We need to find out how well students from your school are achieving
this objective. To do this, we need to know the number, the kinds, and the reasons
for the traffic collisions you and your classmates have had so far.
You are not required to complete this survey. However, it is very difficult
and costly to obtain accurate or complete information about traffic collisions
from state records. Also, the information available at this time is not very help
ful for improving driver education. Actually, you are the only one who can provide
information about your driving experiences and problems. So, your cooperation is
most important if we are to make progress in driver education.
Your name is not required. The information you provide will be analyzed by
number only and compiled on a group basis. In this way, your responses will be
completely confidential since they will not be connected to you as an individual.
The results will be summarized and reported by driver groups and types of
school programs. Then, recommendations for program improvement can be made.
Some of the information related to driving experience requested may be difficult
to recall. However, it is important to find out if the times, places, and miles
driven have anything to do with the types of collisions drivers have. Therefore,
please make the best estimates you can. I will be happy to answer any questions
you may have at any time.
Thanks for your help!
Gary Anker
Safety Education Department
Iowa State University
1. Are you a male or a female?
1. male
2. female
2. When did you take driver education?
1. during the summer
2. during the regular school year
49
DRIVING r.XPERIENCE-Select the one choice which best describes your experiences.
Tlien write the number of your choice in the blank before the question number.
If you nrc not sure, please make your best estimate.
3. How many months after you completed driver education did you receive
your license?
1. up to 2 months 5. eight to ten months
2. two to four months 6. ten to twelve months
3. four to six months 7. over twelve months
4. six to eight months
4. How long has it been since you were licensed to drive?
1. six months or less 5. two to two and % years
2. six months to one year 6. two and h years to three years
3. one to one and h years 7. three to three and h years
4. one and h years to two 8. three and years to four years
years
5. Where does most of your driving take place?
1. within 10 miles of home
2. within 25 miles of home
3. within 50 miles of home
4. within 100 miles from home
5. over 100 miles from home
6. On what kind of highways or streets do you do most of your driving?
1. city streets 3, expressways or freeways
2. rural two-lane highways 4. county blacktop or gravel roads
7. With whom do you do most of your driving?
1. alone 4, relatives
2. parents 5. other, such as employer or workers
3. friends
8. How old were you when you received your drivers license?
1. 16 3. 17
2. 4. llh
9. In whose car do you usually drive?
~ 1, your own 4. friends
2. parents 5. employer
3. relatives 6. other
10. How much of your driving is done on weekends?(Friday evening,Saturday,
and Sundays)
1. less than 15 percent 5. 60-75 percent
2. 15-30 percent 6. 75-90 percent
3. 30-45 percent 7. 90 percent or more
4. 45-60 percent
11. On weekends, when do you do most of your driving?
1. mornings 4. mornings and afternoons
2. afternoons 5. afternoons and night time
3. night time
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12. During the week (Monday to 6 p.m. Friday), when do you do most of your
driving?
1. mornings 4. mornings and afternoons
2. afternoons 5. afternoons and night time
3. night time
13. About how much time do you spend driving during an average week?
CMonday-Sunday)
1. 0-2 hours 5. 12-14 hours
2. 3-5 hours 6. 15-17 hours
3. 6-8 hours 7. 18-20 hours
4. 9-11 hours 8. over 20 hours
14. About how many miles, on the average, do you drive each month?
1. 0-50 miles 5. 201-250 miles
2. 51-100 miles 6. 251-300 miles
3. 101-150 miles 7. 301-500 miles
4. 151-200 miles 8. over 500 miles
15. About how many miles have you driven the last twelve months?
1. 0-500 miles 5. 3001-4000 miles
2. 501-1000 miles 6. 4001-5000 miles
3. 1001-2000 miles 7. 5001-8000 miles
4. 2001-3000 miles 8. 8001-12,000 miles
16. Please put an X in front of each item below that you had problems with
after becoming a licensed driver.
1. Judging space needed
2. Seeing hazards in time
3. Driving at night
4. Driving on slick pavements
5. Passing other cars
6. Judging safe speed
7. Identify need for car repair
8. Parking
9. Other (explain) or None
17. What one thing could be done to most improve driver education classroom
instruction?
1. less time spent here 4. fewer films, slides, guest speakers, etc
2. more time spent here 5. teacher shows more interest
tnore films, slides, guest 6. other ( please explain)
speakers, etc.
18. What one thing could be done to most improve driver education in-car
instruction?
1. less time spent here 4. more work on advanced tasks
2. more time spent here (passing, highway, interstate, etc.)
3. more work on basic tasks 5. teacher shows more interest
(turns,lane,changes,etc.) 6. other (please explain)
19 How many tickets have you received for moving violations as a driver
since completing driver education?
1. none 5. four
2. one 6. five
3- two 7. six
4. three 8. seven
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COLLISION BXPHRIIiNCK-Write the number that best describes your experience in the
blank before the question number. If your car ran off the road, hit something,
or was hit by something causing some damage or injury, then count it as a traffic
collision or crash.
20. How many traffic collisions have you had as a driver since completing
driver education?
1. none 5. four
2. one 6. five
3. two 7. six
4. three 8. seven
If your response to question 20 was "none", then you do not need to continue. If
you have been involved in a collision or collisions, please answer the remaining
questions.
21. If you have had a collision, how many months after completing driver
education did the first collision happen?
1. 0-4 months 5. 13-16 months
2. 4-7 months 6. 16-19 months
3. 7-10 months 7. 19-24 months
4. 10-13 months 8. two years or more
22. If you had a second collision, how many months separated the first
and second collision?
1. 0-4 months
2. 4-7 months
3. 7-10 months
4. 10-13 months
5. 13-16 months
6. 16-19 months
7. 19-24 months
8. two years or more
23. If you had a third collision, how many months separated the second and
third collision?
1. 0-4 months
2. 4-7 months
3. 7-10 months
4. 10-13 months
5. 13-16 months
6. 16-19 months
7. 19-24 months
8. two years or more
ype of Crash-Please write the number of the on^ best choice by the question number in the
roper column. Use question numbers 24-36 only for the first crash, use question numbers 37-
9 only for the second crash, and the other numbers for the third crash. All questions apply
o both urban and rural roads. Feel free to write a comment if needed.
v'
irst
rash
Second
Crash
Th ird
Crash
24. 37. 50. Where did the crash happen?
1. at intersection 3. driveway 5. interchange 7. RR crossing
2. in between intersections 4. parking lot 6. underpass 8. none of
these (explain)
25. 38. 51. What type of roadway?
1. straight-level 4. straight-hilltop 7. curve-downhill
2. straight-uphill 5. curve-level 8. curve-hilltop
3. straight-downhill 6. curve-uphill
26. 39. 52. Condition of road surface?
1. dry 4. icy 7. loose material on roadway
2. wet 5. oily
3. snow-packed 6. gravel
27. 40. 53. When did crash happen?
1. 7 a.m.-10 a.m, 4. 4 p.m.-7 p.m. 7. 1 a.m.-4 a.m.
2. 10 a.m.-l p.m. 5. 7 p.m.-10 p.m. 8, 4 a.m.-7 a.m.
3. 1 p.m.-4 p.m. 6. 10 p.m.-l a.m.
28. 41. 54. What other object was involved?
1. another moving car 4. pedestrian or bicycle 7. fixed object (post,
2. truck or bus 5. motorcycle tree, etc.)
3. parked vehicle 6. RR train 8. none of these
(explain)
29. 42, 55. How did the crash take place?
1. rear end 5. right angle from right side
2. slight angle from right side 6. sideswipe
3. slight angle from left side 7. head on
4. right angle from left side 8. none of these (explain)
30. 43. 56. What maneuver were you making?
1. going straight 5. passing
2. turning 6. backing
3. entering traffic 7. merging
4. lane changing 8. parking
31. 44. 57. What maneuver was the other driver making? (Leave blank if no other
driver)
1. going straight 5. passing
2. turning 6. backing
3. entering traffic 7. merging
4. lane changing 8. parking
32. 45. 58. How did you try to avoid the crash?
1. hard braking 4. steer and brake
2. pump brakes 5. increased speed
3. quick steering 6. none of these (explain)
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33. 46. 59. What mistake did the other driver make» if any?
1. none
2. speed too fast for conditions
3. failed to yield
4. following too close
5. did not see signals or signs
6. did not give proper signal
7. misjudged distance or space needed
8. did not see other car or pedestrian
34. 47. 60. What mistake did you make, if any?
1. none 5. did not see signals or signs
2. speed too fast for conditions 6. did not give proper signal
3. failed to yield
4. following too close
35. 48. 61. How serious was crash?
1. property damage only
2. injuries to one or more
3. death to one or more
36. 49. 62. How much damage to your car?
1. up to $250
2. $250-$500
3. $500-$750
7. misjudged distance or space needed
8. did not see other car or pedestrian
4. $750-$1000
5. $1000-$20a0
6. over $2000
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WARREN P, QUENSEL
DRIVER EDUCATION CONSULTANT
1010 S. Summitt Street
Bloomington, IL 61701
309/8280906
Mr. Gary Anker, Teaching Assistant
Safety Education Laboratory
Iowa State University
Ames, Iowa 50010
Dear Mr. Anker:
I am pleasaito find that you plan to do a study using
collision experiences of students. You certainly have my
permission to use the Driver Education Evaluation Survey
forms in any way you see fit.
iiest wishes for success in your study,
SiUicerely. /•
April 10, 1979
Warren P. cjuensel
